In the context of current demographic situation in Russia, migration is considered one of the most efficient ways of population maintenance if not upsurge. Labour migrants coming to Russia are mostly young people. Moreover, in recent years, the youth who grew up in migrant families -the so called second generation migrants, the 1.5 generation migrants, and migrants of other more fractional categories -are becoming increasingly important. According to the international research, migration plans of these groups of young people can, to a varying extent, include the intentions to return to their or their parents' country of origin, higher instability being their distinctive feature. In light of this, the issue of the-youth-withmigrant-background's willingness to plan their future in Russia and, thus, their potential to be the resource for correcting the demographic situation is getting urgent. Basing on qualitative interviews and online surveys, this article considers the issue of how various groups of youth with a migrant background view plans of their future life in Russia and what these plans are connected with. Less than a half of the first generation migrants are willing to stay in Russia, whereas the majority of the second and 1.5 generation migrants plan to live in Russia in future. The factors associated with orientation towards Russia are the respondents' age at their first migration to Russia and at the moment of the survey, social ties and identification attitudes. They are significant for both groups. However, there are differences as well: for migrants of the second and 1.5 generations the age at their migration to Russia is less important than their feeling of belonging to Russia, whereas these are legal statuses and documents that are decisive for the first generation migrants. Nonetheless, migration plans among youth with migrant a background are malleable, which opens up the receiving state's opportunities to attract and retain this group.
Introduction
Current demographic situation in Russia is characterized by low fertility, high mortality and population aging. In light of this, one of the most effective ways of maintaining the population at least at the same level is migration (Mukomel, 2011) .
The key migration resource is the youth, this social group presenting the greatest interest for countries with an "aging" population, being the most mobile in principle, and expressing and further on implementing migration plans and intentions more often than other population groups. Migrants' main flow to Russia is from the countries of Central Asia (Uzbekistan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan) and is comprised of young people. This migration is largely transnational (Abashin, 2017) , which means that some migrants will not "settle" in the host country, but return home (De Haas, Fokkema, 2011) . In addition, it is already possible to state that the youth are entering the Russian labor market, their parents being those who once moved to Russia from other countries and their socialization fully or partially taking place in Russia. Depending on the age when a person came to Russia, he/she can be called a second-generation migrant (if born in Russia), 1.75 generation migrant (if he/she came before the age of 5), 1.5 generation migrant (aged 6-12 years), 1.25 generation migrant (aged 13-17) (Rumbaut, 2004) . As the international experience shows, "nostalgic" attitudes toward the country of the parents' origin can be spread among such children, and some of them eventually "return" (Wessendorf, 2007) . A common characteristic of these groups (young migrants of the first generation and migrant children who grew up in a new country) is their young age, this age being the most "volatile" life stage, which, as a rule, accounts for a significant part of the events that change the life trajectory. Within the frame of the life course approach these events are called "transitions" and "turning points" (Hardgrove, et al. 2014) . It can be assumed that this age volatility, if multiplied by the migration experience of a person or his/her family, leads to less stability in relation to migration plans and intentions.
Migration plans and intentions are an established research topic in the social sciences.
Yet, the connection between intentions and behavior is not always straightforward, as evidenced by diverse research results. Studies of the 1980s in the Philippines showed an ambiguous link between migration intentions and actual migration (Card, 1982; De Jong, et al. 1985; Gardner, et al. 1985) ; a recent study in the Netherlands highlighted the link between voiced intentions to migrate and a subsequent move to another country (van Dalen, Henkens, 2013) . There are also differences in relations between intentions and behaviors among different population groups: for example, analyzing the relationship between the Mexicans' migration plans and US migration, Chort noted that men are more likely to realize their migration intentions than women (Chort, 2014) . It is vital to study migration plans and intentions, since even if they are not fully implemented, they are associated with other behaviors -remittances, for example (Wolff, 2015) .
There are two types of research on migration intentions and plans. The first one concerns potential migrants and, as a rule, is carried out in sending countries. The second one focuses on migrants, is carried out in receiving countries and focused on migrants' future plans (to stay, return or, in some cases, go to a third country).
The issue of migration intentions and plans of the population is framed by the economic development of the countries of migrants' origin. In particular, it is considered in connection with the problems of human capital loss due to "brain drain."
First of all, such studies are about university students and qualified specialists (Card, 1982; Dako-Gyeke, 2016) . Among them, an extensive group of papers examines the medical personnel's migration intentions (Võrk, Kallaste, Priinits, 2004; Akl, et al., 2008; Imran, et al. 2011; Freeman, et al. 2012; George, Reardon, 2013; Gouda, et al., 2015) . Researchers identify a number of factors related to migration plans and intentions: remittances (Leeves, 2009) , the Internet (Vilhelmson, Thulin, 2013; Thulin, Vilhelmson, 2014) , characteristics of the respondent's household compared to other households in the local community (Loschmann, Siegel, 2014) , and violence against migrants in host countries (Friebel, Gallego, Mendola, 2013) . A number of publications demonstrate the importance of age, as well as life stage and life events connected with it (Kley, Mulder, 2010; Elbadawy, 2011) . According to the study of Romanian youth, the factors related to the intention to migrate are different for adolescents and for young adults: Internet usage and the social class are the most significant factors for the former, whereas for the latter, these are perceived discrimination and a desire for entrepreneurial activity (Roman, Vasilescu, 2016) . The presence of relatives, friends or acquaintances in the host country is an important factor for taking a migration decision as well as for choosing a particular region, city or even neighborhood (Massey, 1999; Epstein, Gang, 2006; Bauer, Epstein, Gang, 2009 ). One of the largest studies of this kind was the work by Williams and his colleagues (Williams, et al. 2018) . The scholars used the data on young people aged 16-35 in nine European countries who were not enrolled in educational institutions at the time of the survey and showed the importance of not only socio-economic factors, but also of non-pecuniary ones (for example, "sensation seeking"). A number of papers state the difference between the factors that are significant for men's and women's migration plans and intentions (De Jong, Richter, Isarabhakdi, 1996) .
Migration plans and intentions of those who are already in a host country are a less studied issue. The researchers' growing attention to it is associated with the idea that migration is not only "brain drain" but also "brain gain" as well as inflow of migrants' investments in case of their return home (Agyeman, Garcia, 2016) . In addition, this direction is associated with the study of repatriation (Uehling, 2002) .
Researchers identify the factors related to migration intentions: for example, social ties in a host and a sending country (Haug, 2008; Güngör, Tansel, 2014) , age and migration stage of life (Waldorf, 1995) . In their study of Polish migrants in the UK, Drinkwater and Garapich show the significance of the financial side of life for the duration of migrants' stay in a host country (Drinkwater, Garapich, 2013) . A longitudinal study of Philippine university graduates in the United States stated that young age and openness to American culture, which has operationalized through the presence of American friends and a sense of involvement in American life, became significant factors for changing migration plans, and namely for a decision to stay in the United States (Card, 1982) .
In the post-Soviet space there are scattered publications devoted to migration plans and intentions. Such studies concern, for example, Kyrgyzstan and Latvia. In the first case, the authors (Agadjanian, Nedoluzhko, Kumskov, 2008) compare two groups of young people -Russian speakers and local population -and come to the conclusion that these are the latter who are oriented towards temporary migration, while the former consider more often a permanent one. In the second case, researchers show that in Latvia Russian-speaking population groups have more migration plans than the locals (Ivlevs, 2013) . In Russia, the youth's migration plans and intentions are studied quite actively, students and school and university graduates being the groups of primary interest (Florinskaia, Roshchina, 2005; Abankina, Krasilova, Iastrebov, 2013; Bogomolova, Glazyrina, Sidorenko, 2013; Varshavskaia, Chudinovskikh, 2014) . One of the groups includes the Russians studying abroad (Ledeneva, 2002) . In addition, a number of works analyze migration intentions (Varshaver, Rocheva, 2015; Varshaver, Rocheva, Ivanova, 2017a) and life plans of migrants (Peshkova, 2017) . However, there is hardly a study that would focus on migration intentions and plans of young people with a migrant background. The goal of this article is to assess the willingness of young people with a migrant background to consider Russia as the country of their future residence and to discover the factors connected with the presence or absence of their orientation towards Russia. In accordance with this task, we first present the data that form the basis of the article and then proceed to the analysis. Basing on the interviews, we will show how diverse migration plans and intentions are among different groups of young people with a migrant background, and basing on the quantitative data, we will demonstrate the prevalence of each of the options and highlight the factors associated with orientation towards Russia. In the concluding part, we will discuss the uncovered links and the plasticity of the plans of young people with a migrant background.
Research methodology
The empirical basis of the article includes a series of qualitative interviews (Varshaver, Rocheva, Ivanova, 2019) , a series of interviews with the first generation migrants from Uzbekistan and Tajikistan (2016, three regions of Russia, 72 interviews) (Varshaver, Rocheva, 2017) as well as the results of two online surveys with targeting in social networking sites. The first one includes migrants from Uzbekistan and Tajikistan (2016, N = 2412) (Varshaver, Rocheva, Ivanova, 2017b) while the second one focuses on grown-up children of migrants from the South Caucasus, Central Asia, Ukraine and local residents (2018, N = 12524) (Varshaver, Rocheva, Ivanova, 2019) .
The respondents included in the analysis for this article were selected from the The main variable for analyzing quantitative data is "future plans." In 2016, the question about future plans was formulated the following way: "What are your plans for the future?", the options for the answer being 1) to live in Russia, 2) to live in Tajikistan or Uzbekistan, 3) to live both in Russia and in Tajikistan / Uzbekistan, 4) to move to another country (neither Russia nor Tajikistan / Uzbekistan), 5) I do not know.
For further analysis, this variable was recoded to the binary one, where 0 stands for the absence of Russia in future plans (options 2 and 4), and 1 stands for the presence of Russia in future plans (options 1 and 3), option 5 being excluded. In 2018, the question about future plans was formulated as follows: "Where do you plan to live in the future?"
The options for the answers were the following ones: 1) in the same place as now, 2) in another place in Russia, 3) in another country. This variable was recoded to the binary one, where 0 stands for the absence of Russia in the plans for the future (option 3), 1 stands for the presence of Russia in the plans for the future (options 1 and 2).
Basing on the literature review, we hypothesize that significant factors related to future plans are the respondent's age at the time of the survey and at the time of his/ her move/first visit to Russia; his/her involvement in Russian life with his/her social ties in different contexts as its indicator; having necessary documents (citizenship of the Russian Federation, permanent or temporary residence permit, etc.); identification attitudes.
Having tested these hypotheses on two separate databases, we created a new database including all the respondents' answers from the 2016 database and the answers of the respondents with a migrant background from the 2018 database. Some of the variables important for the analysis, and in particular those that characterize the social ties and identification attitudes, were different in the two databases. To work with them, we created indices for social ties and for identification attitudes. In particular, the index of social ties for the respondents from the 2016 database was created on the basis of three binary variables about social ties at work, at home and at leisure (Cronbach's Alpha (α) 0.763), where 0 stands for not only compatriots, and 1 stands for compatriots only. 
Research results
In this part, we will present the range of migration plans and intentions of young people with a migrant background, the prevalence of certain plans, and the factors connected with the presence or absence of Russia in these plans.
Our analysis of the interviews shows that there are several types of migration plans and intentions which are characteristic of young people with a migrant background, and each type can be found among those who came to Russia after graduation from school as well as among those who spent at least part of their school years in Russia or lived in Russia from their birth. Russian bride and where he is going to buy an apartment and live in the future.
Secondly, there are informants who are focused on moving to / returning to their own or their parents' country of origin. These plans are partly related to the fact that informants consider this country of origin as their "native" one and feel more comfortable there, and partly are related to a kind of "Prometheus effect" when the informants feel the need to return to the country of origin and contribute to its Fifthly, we can speak of the absence of specific plans for the future as a distinct type. Since the young age implies a wide range of "turning points" in life trajectory such as completion of school education and start of a different educational and/or professional trajectory, as well as emergence of romantic relations which can lead to start of family life, then the lack of clear plans is quite characteristic of young people.
For example, L. (female, 22, Uzbekistan, Moscow, MВП180), who grew up in Moscow, was finishing her university study at the time of the interview and when asked about her plans for the future, she mentioned her fiancé who came to Russia as a foreign student from Uzbekistan. According to L., it is he who after the wedding will decide whether they will live in Russia or leave for Uzbekistan. Another example is A. (male, 23 years old, Kyrgyzstan, Yekaterinburg, РМАР2) who upon his graduation from a vocational school in Uzbekistan went to work to his uncle in Moscow, worked in various places there, including fast food cafes. Later his friend invited him to Yekaterinburg, where he has been working as a packer in a transportation company with a friend of his for a year and renting a room in a dormitory. He has no specific plans -whether to stay in Russia, return home or leave for some third country.
How common are certain migration plans and intentions? To answer this question
we will not turn to the quantitative data.
The first generation migrants plan to return home in half the cases (53 %). Almost a quarter are going to live transnationally travelling between Russia and the country of origin (23 %). One fifth of the respondents want to live in Russia (21 %). Only 4 % consider the option to leave for a third country -neither Russia nor a home country ( Fig. 1, Table 1 ).
Young people without a migrant background more often plan to stay in their current city, town or village than the second or 1.5 generation migrants and if they plan to emigrate, they choose distant foreign countries, while the second and 1.5 generation migrants, on the contrary, planning to leave Russia, more often opt for the country of the former USSR (that is, the country of their parents' origin). Chi Sq 323,633*** * * ***p < 0,001; **0,001 ≤ p < 0,01; *0,01 ≤ p < 0,05
In order to compare the data from the two surveys, we use the recoded variable about future plans, where 0 stands for the absence of Russia in the plans, 1 stands for the presence of Russia in the plans. Table 2 presents In order to understand the characteristics associated with the presence or absence of Russia in the plans for the future, we will conduct a logistic regression analysis for each database. The presence or absence of Russia in the future plans will be the dependent variable, whereas the variables related to the respondents' age at the time of their first visit (or move) to Russia, social ties and attitudes towards ethnic exclusivity will be independent ones. With regard to the 2016 database, we will also test the association between future plans and the respondent's Russian citizenship or documents for foreign citizens (ranging from absence of any documents to a permanent residence permit). According to the results of the logistic regression for the first generation migrants (Table 3) , females, respondents with higher education, respondents who came to the country at an earlier age, as well as older respondents more often associate their future with Russia. Income and marital status are not significant (model 1). Regarding the connection of future plans with social ties, only the working context (model 2) will be significant: if the respondents communicate only with their compatriots at work they will hardly consider Russia a place for their future life. Out of five variables that reflect the respondents' attitudes toward ethnic exclusivity only two are significantly related to future plans ("In Russia, I prefer to live only with the representatives of my ethnicity" and "I am against the young girls of my ethnicity communicating with men of other ethnicities") (model 3): the preference for "one's own ethnicity" is significantly related to the absence of Russia in the plans for the future. In addition, the respondent's "document status" is significant for future plans: the one with citizenship and temporary or permanent residence permit is more oriented towards Russia than the one with a patent, registration only or none of these documents (models 4 and 5). If we place the significant variables in one model, then the following will become clear (models 6 and 7): gender and higher education will lose significance, and among the variables related to the documents, the only significant difference will be between the Russian citizenship, temporary and permanent residence permit, on the one hand, and the absence of any documents justifying the respondent's stay in Russia, on the other han. Such characteristics as social ties at work and attitudes toward ethnic exclusivity will remain significant.
For young people with a migrant background who grew up in Russia the following factors turned out to be significant (Table 4 ). Gender, age of arrival in Russia, marital status and income level are significant socio-demographic characteristics: males and the respondents who moved to the country at a younger age, have a higher income and are married (Model 1) more often want to live in Russia in the future. The same model reflects significant differences between the respondents, whose father is an Armenian or an Azerbaijani from the South Caucasus, on the one hand, and those whose father is a Kyrgyz from Central Asia. Placed in a separate regression model, the variables characterizing social ties turned out to be insignificant (Model 2). Those who agree with the statements "In Russia I will never be considered as belonging to the Russians", "I will marry off my daughter only to a representative of my ethnicity" and disagree with the statement "There is much from Russian culture as well as from the culture of the country of my parents' birth in me" seldom view Russia as a country of their future residence (Model 3). The frequency of visits to the country of parents' origin in the respondents' school years is not related to future plans. Yet, on the contrary, the visits in recent years are associated with a lack of desire to live in Russia in the future (Model 4). It is important, however, that the age of arrival in Russia is less significant than the feeling of belonging to Russia (Model 5). In the general model (Model 6), the significant variables are gender, marital status, social ties at work, a sense of belonging to Russia and the respondent's idea of a successful integration of Russian culture and the culture of the country of parents'.
However, the question on the factors that become significant if the analysis includes both groups of young people with a migrant background is still open. To answer this question, we will create a new database that would include migrants of the first, 1.5 and second generations, and then conduct the regression analysis. We use two models:
one model involves indices for social ties and identification attitudes, the other onespecific variables included in these indices and matching in two databases (Table 5 ).
According to the analysis results, all factors remain significant -the respondent's age at his/her arrival in Russia, age at the time of the survey, social ties and attitudes.
Gender, citizenship of the Russian Federation and region of origin (the South Caucasus or Central Asia) are insignificant (models 1 and 2). In Russia I prefer to live with representatives of my ethnicity only * ***p < 0,001; **0,001 ≤ p < 0,01; *0,01 ≤ p < 0,05.
Discussion and Conclusion
On the whole, the analysis suggests that orientation towards Russia is strong among young people with a migrant background. Yet, the hypotheses regarding the factors associated with specific migration plans were partially confirmed and partially confuted. The respondent's age at the time of the survey and his/her age at the time of the first arrival in / moving to Russia are significant for all young people with a migrant background. These two factors together indicate that the more time a person spends in Russia and the earlier the stage of life is when the respondent "encounters" Russia, the more inclined he/she is to consider his/her future in this country. In this sense, the difference between migrants of the first generation, on the one hand, and migrants of the second and 1.5 generations becomes especially vivid. The former see their future
as connected with Russia in less than half the cases, and the latter are, on the contrary, in their majority. However, it has become a surprising result that among the second and 1.5 generation migrants the age of their arrival in Russia is less significant than the sense of belonging to Russia. Yet, these two factors correlate with each other (the Pearson correlation coefficient is 0.153**). The importance of belonging for migration plans is emphasized in other studies (for example, in the text about the "return home" of the second generation migrants of Ugandan origin (Binaisa, 2011) ).
The respondent's "document status" is significant for the first generation of migrants. By this our results are aligned with the study of rural-urban migration in China, according to which migrants without registration in the cities are more intent on further migration than migrants registered as well as urban residents (Yang, 2000) .
It can be assumed that in those contexts where the receipt of documents is difficult, these documents as well as the opportunity to use them while staying longer in the host society are valued higher. We know from the interviews that gaining a "permanent" status in Russia (citizenship, temporary or permanent residence permit) is not always driven by the desire to stay in Russia forever. One often gets these documents in order to improve his/her position in the labor market and simplify relations with law enforcement authorities, that is, to increase income and send more money home. The absence of any documents in the light of migration control tightening, that has been taking place in Russia over the past few years and manifests itself, for example, in the introduction of "blacklists" and court decisions on deportations and administrative expulsions, may indicate that the migrant has turned out to appear in the zone of "illegality" and, thus, assumes the risk of having no opportunity to live in Russia in the future. In turn, among the second and 1.5 generation migrants the number of those who do not have Russian citizenship is low (about 11 %), this factor being insignificant in making decisions regarding their future trajectory.
For all young people with a migrant background social ties at work turned out to be significant. It is so, apparently, due to the context of the place where the respondents spend most of their time. For the first generation migrants whose international migration to Russia coincides with rural-urban migration as well as with movement from a more "traditional" society expanding the circle of contacts is also an extension of the range of available biographical scenarios, that is, the ideas about shaping their life trajectory as well as events and their sequence on it (Rocheva, 2016) . At the same time, in this analysis we used only a rough distinction in relation to the social ties being only compatriots/ not only compatriots, whereas in other publications we proved that the social ties with compatriots may include ties with people already familiar before migration or new acquaintances, and these differences may have consequences for integration (Varshaver, Rocheva, 2015) .
The migrants' settlement in Russia is such that no monoethnic areas, where it would be possible to "hide" from ethnic diversity, turn up in Russia (large construction towns can be considered as exceptions, but even they do not display ethnic homogeneity).
As a result, those who wish to preserve "ethnic purity" will be less willing to stay in Russia in future. This is evidenced by the following interdependence: the higher the orientation towards ethnic exclusivity -the less expressed plans to live in Russia.
It is important to note that in surveys the questions about future plans register only a certain "imprint" of the decision-making process. According to the interview data, young people with a migrant background consider possible options for arranging their lives in one or another geographical point, and there are quite a few factors under the influence of which this decision may change. E. (female, 23 years old, Kyrgyzstan, Moscow, WB2) faces a difficult choice: she got a vocational secondary education in the dental specialty in Kyrgyzstan, and now she works in Moscow and saves money while considering different scenarios. Her parents offer to help her open a dental office, which will cost about 200 thousand rubles, in Kyrgyzstan; her childhood friend lives in the USA now, works in fast food chain and invites her to go to America, which would take the same 200 thousand rubles; and, finally, she thinks of getting a higher dental education in Russia. Decision-making can be influenced by the Russian migration policy, or the policy for attracting "repatriates" in the countries of origin. For example, G. (male, 25 years old, Armenia, MВП29), who grew up in Moscow in a family of engineers, graduated from one of the best mathematical schools and later created high-tech startups, considers Spain to be an ideal place to live, but at the same time he supports those who "return" to Armenia.
Yet, he himself is ready to go there only in case of institutional changes: until then going to Armenia alone is as meaningless as "going to the war with a baton". The reflections of H. (female, 19 years old, Tajikistan, Yekaterinburg, РМАР2), a foreign student from a university in Yekaterinburg, are very revealing: she is eager to go to South Korea, but she is ready to stay in Russia if, most importantly, she finds a suitable job and, secondary, manages to get documents (such as a temporary or permanent residence permit). At the same time, there are cases when Russian migration policy "repels" even those who grew up in Russia. So, G. (male, 20 years old, Kyrgyzstan, MВП359) graduated from school and college in one of the cities of the Yamalo-Nenets Autonomous Okrug. He very seldom went to Kyrgyzstan. But when he decided to get married and went to Kyrgyzstan, while trying to return to Russia he discovered that he is banned from entry to Russia for three years.
Thus, due to plasticity of migration plans of young people with a migrant background and a relatively high orientation towards their future life in Russia, there are vast opportunities for the Russian Federation migration policy to attract and retain these young people in Russia.
